arXiv:2304.00005v1 [cs.AI] 21 Mar 2023

Rough Randomness and its Application

A Mani

Machine Intelligence Unit, Indian Statistical Institute, Kolkata 203, B. T. Road, Kolkata-700108, India Email: a.mani.cms@gmail.com amani.rough@isical.ac.in Homepage: https://www.logicamani.in Orcid: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0880-1035

Abstract. A number of generalizations of stochastic and information-theoretic randomness are known in the literature. However, they are not compatible with handling meaning in vague and dynamic contexts of rough reasoning (and therefore explainable artificial intelligence and machine learning). In this research new concepts of rough randomness that are neither stochastic nor based on properties of strings are introduced by the present author. Her concepts are intended to capture a wide variety of rough processes (applicable to both static and dynamic data), construct related models, and explore the validity of other machine learning algorithms. The last mentioned is restricted to soft/hard clustering algorithms in this paper. Two new computationally efficient algebraically-justified algorithms for soft and hard cluster validation that involve rough random functions are additionally proposed in this research. A class of rough random functions termed large-minded reasoners have a central role in these.

AMS Subject Classification: Primary 68T37, 68W30, 68W99, 06B99 ; Secondary 08A70, 03B060.

Keywords: Rough Sets, Rough Random Functions, Large Minded Reasoner, Axiomatic Granular Computing, Explainable AI, Tolerance Relations, Soft and Hard Cluster Validation

1 Introduction

Rough sets is a formal approach to model vagueness, approximate reasoning, and uncertainty that has progressed tremendously over the last four decades from both pure and application perspectives in several directions [29,28,34,26]. In the axiomatic approach to granular computing [22,15], due to the present author, approximations are generated as terms formed from granules. Subjective probabilistic and evidence theory based interpretations/analogies of specific versions of rough sets are known in the literature [30,35,17,4]. However, these require very restrictive assumptions, and are of unclear ontology.

A phenomenon is stochastically random if it has probabilistic regularity in the absence of other types of regularity [13]. On the other hand, a sequence is algorithmically random if and only if no computational agent recognizes it as possessing some rare property (that is properties valid over a set of measure zero that could be tested in a sufficiently effective way) [31,13]. These ideas are realized in the contexts of subjective probability, and computability in several ways. Stochastic ideas of rough randomness that basically generalize measure-theoretic probability are known in the literature [14]. However, they are essentially a hybrid approach to measure-theoretic probability, and are not applicable for the purposes of explainable AI and cluster validation through models. In fact, it is known in the psychology literature that humans cannot perceive ideas of stochastic randomness and weakenings thereof in real life to the point that they are very bad at it [2]. This further suggests that the connections in the rough set literature between specific versions of rough sets and subjective probability theories (Bayesian or frequentist) are not properly grounded or mutually inconsistent. It is because rough reasoning, in the contexts, originate in some comprehension of attributes (their relation with the approximated object in terms of number or relative quantity and quality) [26,28].

The central idea of stochastic randomness mentioned above can be generalized or exported research as follows: A phenomenon is random relative to a method of interpretation X if it does have some regularity relative to X, and is otherwise apparently random. Such a generalization needs to be consistent, novel, meaningful, and reasonable processes and predicates should be derivable in the application contexts of X. In this research, new concepts of rough randomness are introduced over classical, relation-based, cover-based, and general granular axiomatic rough sets [22,15] in the light of the above by the present author. Related concepts of rough random functions are shown to be useful for systematically representing key aspects of soft and hard cluster validation, and dynamic information systems by her. These functions capture a number of associations of general rough approximations with rough objects, measures relating to semantic features, and thus provide an improved approach to approximate (including three-way) decision-making. A system of new algorithms to cluster validation that radically improve the computational complexity are invented in this research. These algorithms involve rough random functions that are used to construct a concept of a large-minded reasoner. In fact, the latter is a rough random function that is mathematically sound.

2 Background

Information tables are representations of structured data in tabular form. They are additionally referred to as descriptive or knowledge representation systems in the artificial intelligence and machine-learning (AIML) literature. In general rough sets, such tables are not absolutely essential, however, they are obviously useful (if available). For details the reader is referred to [23,19,25].

An information table I, is a relational system of the form

I = ⟨O, A , {V_a : a ∈ A }, {f_a : a ∈ A }⟩

with O, A and V_a being respectively sets of objects, attributes and values respectively. f_a : O −→ ℘(V_a) being the valuation function associated with attribute a ∈ A . Values may additionally be denoted by the binary function ν : A × O −→ ℘(V ) defined by for any a ∈ A and x ∈ O, ν(a, x) = f_a(x).

An information table is deterministic (or complete) if

(∀a ∈ At)(∀x ∈ O)f_a(x) is a singleton.

It is said to be indeterministic (or incomplete) if it is not deterministic that is

(∃a ∈ At)(∃x ∈ O)f_a(x) is not a singleton.

Relations may be derived from information tables by way of conditions in the following form: For x, w ∈ O and B ⊆ A ,

σxw if and only if (Qa, b ∈ B) Φ(ν(a, x), ν(b, w), )

for some quantifier Q and formula Φ. The relational system S = ⟨S, σ⟩ (with S = O) is said to be a general approximation space. It should be noted that this universal feature of defining relations in general approximation spaces do not hold always in human reasoning contexts. Typically, information tables are finite. So it will be assumed that card(O) = r < ∞, and card(A ≈) = n < ∞.

In most applications, the neighborhood granule of a point a ∈ S is taken to be n(a) = {b : Rba} (or its inverse) because the maximal collections of mutually σrelated elements (if defined) is/was harder to compute. With recent improvements in accelerators like the GPU, scalability has considerably improved.

2.1 Distance Functions

A distance function on a set S is a function ρ : S^2 −→ ℜ_+ that satisfies

(∀a)ρ(a, a) = 0 (distance)

The collection B = {B_ρ(x, r) : x ∈ S & r > 0} of all r-spheres generated by ρ is a weak base for the topology τ_ρ defined by

V ∈ τ_ρ if and only if (∀x ∈ V ∃r > 0)B_ρ(x, r) ⊆ V

Any ϵ > 0 and a distance function ρ determines a tolerance T defined by

T ab if and only if ρ(a, b) + ρ(b, a) ≤ ϵ.

One can define other tolerances through conditions such as

ρ(a, b) + ρ(b, a) 1 + ρ(a, b) + ρ(b, a)

≤ ϵ.

The point is that a function much weaker than a semimetric suffices for defining a tolerance relation. More complex definitions are often possible.

Proposition 1. For a numeric complete information table I, the following holds:

1. Valuations for each attribute are totally ordered by ≤, 2. O is totally ordered relative to the induced lexicographic order. 3. O is lattice ordered relative to ≤ defined by (a_1, . . . , a_n) ⪯ (b_1, . . . , b_n) if and only if &_ia_i ≤ b_i with a_i, b_i ∈ Ran(ν(, At_i).

However, a numeric table is not necessary for any of the three properties to hold.

2.2 Tolerance Relations

Some familiarity with the algebraic theory of tolerances, and its use in general rough sets [5,19,21] will be assumed. If T is a tolerance on a set S, then a preblock of T is a subset K ⊆ S that satisfies K^2 ⊆ T . The set of all pre-blocks of T is denoted by pB(T ). Maximal pre-blocks of T with respect to the inclusion order are referred to as blocks. The set of all blocks of T is denoted by B(T ). If S = ⟨underlineS, f_1, f_2, . . . , f_n, (r_1, . . . , r_n)⟩ (S being a set and f_i being r_i-place operation symbols interpreted on it) is an algebra, then a tolerance T is said to be compatible if and only if for each i ∈ {1, 2, . . . n < ∞},

&^{ri}_{j=1}T a_j b_j −→ T f_i(a_1, a_2, . . . a_{ri} )f_i(b_1, b_2, . . . b_{ri} ).

When S is a lattice, every tolerance is the image of a congruence by a surjective morphism : S −→ S. Further, if A, B ∈ B(T ), then {a ∨ b : a ∈ A & b ∈ B}, {a ∧ b : a ∈ A & b ∈ B} ∈ pB(T ). The smallest blocks containing these are unique, and the resulting lattice of blocks is denoted by S|T . The set UBD(S) = {B(T ) : T ∈ T ol(S)} will be referred to as the universal block distribution (UBD) of S. It can be assigned the same algebraic lattice order on T ol(S).

A sublattice Z of a lattice S is called a convex sublattice if and only if it satisfies (∀x, b ∈ Z)(x ≤ a ≤ b −→ a ∈ Z). The blocks of a lattice are all convex sublattices.

If C is a subset of S then ↓ C, and ↑ C will respectively denote the lattice-ideal and lattice-filter generated by C. The following result [1,8,5] is not usable for a direct computational strategy:

Theorem 1. For a finite lattice L, a collection C of nonempty subsets is the set of all blocks of a tolerance T ∈ T ol(L) if and only if it is a collection of intervals of the form {[a_i, b_i] : i ∈ I}, and • � i∈I [a_i, b_i] = L • For all i, j ∈ I, (a_i = a_j −→ b_i = b_j ). • (∀i, j ∈ I)(∃k ∈ I) a_k = a_i ∨ a_j & b_i ∨ b_j ≤ b_k.

Theorem 2. In the context of Theorem 1,

1. (∀C, E ∈ C) (↓ C =↓ E ⇐⇒ ↑ C =↑ E) .

2. For any two elements C, A ∈ C there exist E, F such that (↓ C∨ ↓ A) = ↓ E, (↑ C∨ ↑ A) ≤↑ E, ↓ F ≤ (↓ A∧ ↓ C), and (↑ C∧ ↑ A) = ↑ F ).

For finite chains, the following can be said [11]

Theorem 3. 1. A collection C of subsets of the chain

L_n = ⟨{0, 1, 2, . . . n − 1}, ≤⟩ is the set of all blocks of a tolerance T ∈ T ol(L) if and only if C is of the form {[n_i, m_i] : i = 1, . . . k} for some 1 ≤ k ≤ n − 1, with n_1 = 0, m_k = n − 1, and n_i < n_{i+1} ≤ m_i + 1, and m_i < m_{i+1} for all i = 1, . . . k.

2. A collection C of subsets of the chain L_n = ⟨{0, 1, 2, . . . n − 1}, ≤⟩ is the set of all blocks of a glued tolerance T ∈ Glu(L) if and only if C is of the form {[n_i, m_i] : i = 1, . . . k} for some 1 ≤ k ≤ n − 1, with n_1 = 0, m_k = n − 1, and n_i < n_{i+1} ≤ m_i < m_i + 1, and m_i < m_{i+1} for all i = 1, . . . k.

3. A collection C of subsets of the chain L_n = ⟨{0, 1, 2, . . . n − 1}, ≤⟩ is the set of all blocks of a congruence R ∈ Con(L) if and only if C is of the form {[n_i, m_i] : i = 1, . . . k} for some 1 ≤ k ≤ n−1, with n_1 = 0, m_k = n−1, and n_i < n_{i+1} = m_i +1, and m_i < m_{i+1} for all i = 1, . . . k.

In this research, prefix or Polish notation is uniformly preferred for relations and functions defined on a set. So instances of a relation σ are denoted by σab instead of aσb or (a, b) ∈ σ. If-then relations (or logical implications) in a model are written in infix form with −→.

3 Rough Randomness

The meta principle stated in the introduction when specialized to general rough sets has the following form: A phenomenon is roughly random if it can be modeled by general rough sets or a derived process thereof. From a more concrete perspective, it should involve roughly random functions or predicates in some sense. On the basis of potential application in theoretical and applied studies, this is made precise below.

Definition 1. Let A_τ be a collection of approximations of type τ, and E a collection of rough objects defined on the same universe S, then by a rough random function of type-1 (RRF1) will be meant a partial function

ξ : A_τ −→ E.

Definition 2. Let A_τ be a collection of approximations of type τ, S a subset of ℘(S), and ℜ the set of reals, then by a rough random function of type-2 (RRF2) will be meant a function χ : A_τ × S −→ ℜ.

Definition 3. Let A_τ be a collection of approximations of type τ, and F a collection of objects defined on the same universe S, then by a rough random function of type-3 (RRF3) will be meant a function

μ : A_τ −→ F.

Definition 4. Let O_τ be a collection of approximation operators of type τ_l or τ_u, and E a collection of rough objects defined on the same universe S, then by a rough random function of type-H (RRFH) will be meant a partial function

ξ : O_τ × ℘(S) −→ E.

It is obvious that a RRF1 and RRF2 are independent concepts, while a total RRF1 is an RRF3, and RRFH is distinct (though related to RRF3). The collection of all such functions will respectively be denoted by RRF 1(S, E, τ), RRF 2(S, ℜ, τ), RRF 3(S, F, τ), and RRF H(S, E, τ). The concepts are intended to capture a number of associations of general rough approximations with rough objects, and various measures relating to semantic features. Some examples are presented next. The use of a single universe with as opposed to multiple universes for handling temporal aspects is not a big issue.

Remark 1. These are not referred to as variables by analogy with probability theory for technically correct reasons. Moreover, the analogy is very weak.

Examples: RRF A few classes of examples with roots in the practice of general rough sets are described in this subsection.

Example 1. Let S be a set with a pair of lower (l) and upper (u) approximations satisfying (for any a, b, x ⊆ S)

x^l ⊆ x^u (int-cl) x^{ll} ⊆ x^l (l-id) a ⊆ b −→ a^l ⊆ b^l (l-mo) a ⊆ b −→ a^u ⊆ b^u (u-mo) ∅^l = ∅ (l-bot) S^u = S (u-top)

The above axioms are minimalist, and most general approaches satisfy them.

In addition, let

A_τ = {x : (∃a ⊆ S) x = a^l or x = a^u (1) E_1 = {(a^l, a^u) : a ∈ S} (E1) F = {a : a ⊆ S & ¬∃bb^l = a ∨ b^u = a} (E0) E_2 = {b : b^u = b & b ⊆ S} (E2) ξ_1(a) = (a, b^u) for some b ⊆ S (xi1) ξ_2(a) = (b^l, a) for some b ⊆ S (xi2) ξ_3(a) = (e, f) ∈ E_1 & e = a or f = a (xi3)

E_1 in the above is a set of rough objects, and a number of algebraic models are associated with it [19]. A partial function f : A_τ −→ E_1 that associates a ∈ A_τ with a minimal element of E_1 that covers it in the inclusion order is a RRF of type 1. For general rough sets, this RRF can be used to define algebraic models and explore duality issues [21], and for many cases associated these are not investigated. A number of similar maps with value in understanding models [26] can be defined. Rough objects are defined and interpreted in a number of other ways including F or E_2.

Conditions xi1-xi3 may additionally involve constraints on b, e and f. For example, it can be required that there is no other lower or upper approximation included between the pair or that the second component is a minimal approximation covering the first. It is easy to see that

Proposition 2. ξ_i for i = 1, 2, 3 are RRF of type-1.

Example 2. In the context of the above example, rough inclusion functions, membership, and quality of approximation functions [32,10] can be used to define RRF2s. An example is the function ξ_5 defined by

ξ_5(a, b) =

Card(b \ a) Card(b) (1) In the algebraic models based on maximal antichains of definite objects due to the present author [18], it is useful to study the association of approximation with parts of maximal antichains. This is expressible with RRF of type H. This is considered in a separate paper.

Proposition 3. A rough random variable [14] in the sense of Liu, is not a rough random function of any type.

Proof. In the theory [14], a rough space is a tuple (S, F, T μ with (S, F, μ being a measure space, and T ∈ F. A rough variable π is a measurable function from a rough space into the reals. If B is a Borel subset of R then {x ∈ S; π(x) ∈ B} ∈ F. The lower and upper approximations of π are π^l = {π(x); x ∈ T }, and π^u = {π(x); x ∈ S}. That is a function is approximated by its restricted range – this interpretation is not cleanly explained in the book [14]. In the perspective of rough sets, some part of the range of π is approximated, and not π.

The trust associated with an event A is defined as (the mean of upper and lower trusts): τ(A) = 0.5(^{μ(A)}_{μ(S)} +^{μ(A∩T )}_{μ(T )} . A rough random variable (Liu) is a function χ from a probability space (X, S, p) to the set of rough variables such that τ{χ(x) ∈ B} is a measurable function of x for any Borel set B of R. As probability spaces are not related to any of the domains of RRFs, the concepts are unrelated in general.

4 Application: New Cluster Validation Algorithm

Hard clusters are essentially partitions of a set that satisfy additional conditions on the partitions, while soft clusters are collections of pairs of subsets of the form {(C_i, E_i)}. C_i is referred to as the core and E_i as the exterior. C_is are mutually disjoint, while E_i is disjoint from C_i for each i. Additional conditions are usually imposed [3,12]. Cluster validation through rough sets is proposed by the present author in a recent paper [24]. Here the context of distance based soft/hard clustering is considered and new algorithms are invented.

4.1 Meta Algorithm-1

This is a meta-algorithm as some steps that require high performance computing can be implemented in many ways.

Suppose a hard clustering {C_i}^k_{i=1} or a soft clustering {(C_i, E_i)}^k_{i=1} [3,12] obtained through any method is given.

Distance Specify distinct distance functions by each column (attribute) or between objects that are meaningful.

Similarity Define a similarity (tolerance relation) for each column or between objects.

Combination Combine to a single tolerance relation over objects on the table Similarity Matrix Compute the similarity matrix (several HPC methods are possible).

Blocks Compute the blocks of the tolerance by a maximal clique algorithm (for example the modified Bronkerbosch algorithm [7]).

Approximations Compute granular rough approximations of C_i, and E_i for each i and estimate the closeness of the cluster core or exterior to decide on validation.

If the rough model can explain the soft/hard clustering, then the latter is meaningful and valid.

4.2 Axiomatic Granular Reversed Similarity Based Semi-Supervised Algorithm (AGRSSA)

This new algorithm requires a total order on each column (attribute), and an ordercompatible metric over objects or one for each column that is compatible with the order. Specifically, it applies to all numeric (real valued) datasets. The essential steps are Distance Specify distinct distance functions by each column (attribute) or between objects.

Exploratory Statistics Identify q-quantiles at a suitable level of precision. Let these be {q_1, q_2, . . . q_f } based on the distance specified earlier.

Interval Boundaries Interval boundaries can be computed through the sequence ⊥, q_1 −e_1, q_1 +e_1, q_2 −e_2, q_2 +e_2, . . . , q_f −e_f , q_f +e_f , ⊤. The quantities e_1, e_2, . . . e_f being determined as a fraction of the standard deviation, a local standard deviation or other local measures of variation.

Blocks Specify blocks as the intervals according to the minimal scheme or the exhaustive/selective tolerance discovery algorithm (specified below). The subsequent steps in the latter are different

Approximations Compute granular rough approximations and perform decisionmaking. If a set of objects H are to be approximated, then 1. The lower approximation of H is the union of blocks included in it. 2. The lower approximation of H is the union of blocks that have some common elements with H.

Ontology Determine tolerance relation from blocks, and specify ontology.

It is possible to get the values e_i through exploratory statistical methods alone. However, this involves decisions based on a good understanding of the attribute values.

The specification of blocks should ideally be a supervised step as it relates to an understanding of the relation of directional increase or decrease of columns. These can optionally be deduced based on the decision and label attributes, in which case, the algorithms become purely data-driven.

Let the set of all permutations of the set

�_n

i=1{1, . . . , k_i} be denoted by Σ(n, k_1, . . . k_n)

Scheme: Minimal (AGRSSA-M)

For simplicity, suppose that there is exactly one column for decisions and no additional decision/label columns are present. The necessary steps for constructing the blocks from the possible intervals of each conditional attribute are as follows:

1. From the q-quantiles form intervals with possibly non-empty intersection, and subject to the constraint specified in Theorem 3.

2. Determine the interval boundaries for each conditional attribute by analyzing the gross changes in decisions (this is a heuristic). This may additionally lead to a good choice of a permutation σ ∈ Σ(n, k_1, . . . k_n). It being assumed that the ith attribute has k_i blocks (for i = 1, 2, . . . n).

3. Form the blocks of the conditional attributes based on the interval boundaries of each conditional attribute, and relative to the permutation operator σ.

In this case, additional exploratory statistical methods can be very useful in determining the choice of σ.

Exhaustive Tolerance Discovery Algorithm (AGRSSA-LMR)

The mathematical concept of a large-minded reasoner is introduced because of its role in the exhaustive tolerance discovery algorithm invented below.

Definition 5. By a large-minded reasoner will be meant a partial function ψ : UB(A_1) × UB(A_2) × . . . UB(A_n) −→ UB(A).

Basically, it is intended to specify the possibly reasonable collections of blocks in a situation, with the assumption that the collection is the result of eliminating those not in dom(ψ).

1. From the q-quantiles form intervals with possibly non-empty intersection, and subject to the constraint specified in Theorem 3.

2. Eliminate unreasonable interval boundaries for each conditional attribute by analyzing the gross changes in decisions (this is a heuristic).

3. Specify the large minded reasoner ψ 4. Compute relevant approximations and decision regions for every defined instance of ψ.

5. Select the most or optimally appropriate instance(s) of ψ. 6. Explain the data context on the basis of the associated tolerance(s).

Definition 6. By an interpreted large-minded reasoner associated with ψ of Def. 5 will be meant a partial function ψ^∗ : UB(A_1) × UB(A_2) × . . . UB(A_n) × ℘(S) −→ UB(A), that indicates the granular components or parts of approximations of subsets.

Explanation: For example, if for a subset F , F^l is the union of the blocks {B_i}, then ψ^∗ says how the B_is are formed from blocks of chains. Since more complex definitions of approximations are admissible (see [15,19]), granular components or parts of approximations are referred to. Term functions generated from basic settheoretic operations can be used to write the definition of ψ^∗ explicitly. However, the explicit definitions are not used in this paper.

Theorem 4. Both algorithms AGRSSA-M and AGRSSA-LMR are well-defined, and they compute the intended tolerance(s).

Proof. AGRSSA-M computes the intended tolerance because Theorem 3, and the steps of the algorithm ensure that tolerances are initially defined on each column (attribute). If a lattice L is a direct product

�_n

i=1 L_i of the lattices L_i, then T ol(L) ≡ T ol(L_1) × T ol(L_2) × . . . T ol(L_n) (as tolerances on a product of finite lattices are directly decomposable [27]). This ensures that AGRSSA-M yields a tolerance.

The same results ensure that AGRSSA-LMR yields a subset of the tolerance lattice.

It is easy to see that

Proposition 4. ψ^∗ is a RRF of type H.

4.3 Adaptive/Dynamic Information Tables

Both adaptive and dynamic information tables, that model change or correspondence, are investigated in the literature with mostly computational goals [33,6,36,9] in mind. Changes in knowledge representation, and meaning are considered through correspondences [16] and models [15,19] in the present author’s work. In these contexts, the axiomatic granules at each stage may be transformed in subsequent stages, and then it may be necessary to speak of correspondences between granules too.

If a dynamic process can be modeled by a finite sequence of information tables, then the tables at each step are likely to differ from the table in the preceding step. These changes may occur in following ways:

1. Objects are added (O+), deleted (O−) or both added and deleted (O±), 2. attributes are added or deleted (At+, At− or At±), and 3. the values associated with object-attribute pairs are modified (V +).

Correspondences between information tables may reflect changes of the above type. A finite sequence of information tables can also be written as a 3rd order tensor with tensor-dimensions objects, attributes and timestamps. Note that for each timestamp, the projection on the first two tensor-dimensions can be an indeterministic information table. In most ML literature, the term dimension refers to the number of attributes. Therefore, the idea of a sequence of information tables may be easier for the reader.

Corresponding to each table, a finite number of lower and upper approximations may be associated. However, for simplicity, it suffices to take a sequence of two information tables with two pairs of corresponding lower and upper approximations. For this understanding, auxiliary maps between objects are essential for keeping track of changes.

Arguably, the easiest representation would be to combine all information tables into one and associate a finite sequence of partial lower and upper approximation maps. This corresponds with the intent in generalized granular operator spaces and variants studied by the present author in the papers [15,19,20].

In all the mentioned cases, one or more rough random functions of different types can be used to model the process or context.

5 Remarks and Directions

In AIML practice, mathematical objects and concepts are often badly approximated or estimated because of computational constraints, or the very algorithm (such as those in deep learning or swarm optimization) may not be tractable. A major problem is to invent fully explicable models with algorithms in most situations. Cluster validation, in particular, has always been relative to arbitrary measures (or to ground truth subject to availability), except for recent work [24] that tries to compare with meaningful algebraic models. The present research is an extension of this approach. The best part is that the proposed algorithms match the mathematical intent of the computation.

All the three algorithms are intended to help in specifying at least one rough set model, and therefore a validation of the classification under consideration. The main advantage of the AGRSSA-LMR are as follows:

1. Tolerances defined by relatively complex conditions can possibly be isolated. 2. The algorithm is computationally light, and 3. It is algebraically explicable.

In this research, new concepts of rough randomness of different types are invented and shown to be applicable in studying algebraic models, and computing the validity of soft and hard clusters. Applications to dynamic information tables, clustering, and other application contexts of general rough sets are naturally motivated. In future work, finer aspects of large minded reasoners, and a more detailed evaluation of rough randomness for meaning evolution in rough reasoning contexts and dynamic information tables from a granular perspective will be investigated.

Acknowledgement: This research of the present author is supported by woman scientist grant no. WOS-A/PM-22/2019 of the Department of Science and Technology.

References

1. Bandelt, H.J.: Tolerance relations of a lattice. Bulletin Austral.Math. Soc. 23, 367–381 (1981) 2. Beach, L., Braun, G.: Laboratory studies of subjective probability: a status report. In: Wright, G., Ayton, P. (eds.) Subjective Probability, pp. 107–128. John Wiley (1994) 3. Campagner, A., Ciucci, D.: A formal learning theory for three-way clustering. In: Davis, J., Tabia, K.

(eds.) SUM 2020, vol. LNAI 12322, pp. 128–140. Springer (2020) 4. Campagner, A., Ciucci, D., Denoeux, T.: Belief functions and rough sets: Survey and insights. International Journal of Approximate Reasoning 143, 192–215 (2022) 5. Chajda, I.: Algebraic Theory of Tolerance Relations. Olomouc University Press (1991) 6. Chen, H., Li, T., Tian, H.: Approaches for updating approximations in sv-information systems. In:

Skowron, A., Suraj, Z. (eds.) Rough Sets and Intelligent Systems Volume 1, pp. 229–248. ISRL, Springer (2013) 7. Cheong, O., et al. (eds.): Listing All Maximal Cliques in Sparse Graphs in Near-Optimal Time. LNCS 6506, Springer, Berlin (2010) 8. Czedli, G., Klukovits, L.: A note on tolerances of idempotent algebras. Glasnik Matematicki (Zagreb) 18, 35–38 (1983)

9. Dutta, S., Skowron, A.: Toward a computing model dealing with complex phenomena: Interactive granular computing. In: Nguyen, N., Others (eds.) Computational Collective Intelligence. ICCCI 2021, LNCS, vol. 12876. Springer (2021). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-88081-1 10. Gomolinska, A.: Rough Approximation Based on Weak q-RIFs. Transactions on Rough Sets X, 117–135 (2009) 11. Górnicka, A., Grygiel, J., Tyrala, I.: On the lattice of tolerances for a finite chain. Częstochowa Mathematics XXI, 25–30 (2016). https://doi.org/https://dx.doi.org/10.16926/m.2016.21.03 12. Hennig, C., Meila, M., Murtagh, F., Rocci, R.: Handbook of Cluster Analysis. CRC Press, Edited Volume. Chapman and Hall, 1st edn. (2016) 13. Kolmogorov, A.N.: On the logical foundations of probability theory. In: Shiryayev, A.N. (ed.) Selected Works of A. N. Kolmogorov, vol. 2, chap. 53, pp. 515–519. Kluwer Academic, Nauka (1986) 14. Liu, B.: Uncertainty Theory, Studies in Fuzziness and Soft Computing, vol. 154. Springer (2004) 15. Mani, A.: Dialectics of Counting and The Mathematics of Vagueness. Transactions on Rough Sets XV(LNCS 7255), 122–180 (2012) 16. Mani, A.: Contamination-Free Measures and Algebraic Operations. In: Fuzzy Systems (FUZZ), 2013 IEEE International Conference on. pp. 1–8. IEEE (2013). https://doi.org/10.1109/FUZZ-IEEE.2013.6622521 17. Mani, A.: Probabilities, Dependence and Rough Membership Functions. International Journal of Computers and Applications 39(1), 17–35 (2016). https://doi.org/10.1080/1206212X.2016.1259800 18. Mani, A.: Knowledge and Consequence in AC Semantics for General Rough Sets. In: Wang, G., et al.

(eds.) Thriving Rough Sets, Studies in Computational Intelligence Series, vol. 708, pp. 237–268. Springer International (2017). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-54966-8 19. Mani, A.: Algebraic Methods for Granular Rough Sets. In: Mani, A., Düntsch, I., Cattaneo, G. (eds.)

Algebraic Methods in General Rough Sets, pp. 157–336. Trends in Mathematics, Birkhauser Basel (2018) 20. Mani, A.: Dialectical Rough Sets, Parthood and Figures of Opposition. Transactions on Rough Sets 21, 1–60 (2018), http://arxiv.org/abs/1703.10251 21. Mani, A.: Representation, Duality and Beyond. In: Mani, A., Düntsch, I., Cattaneo, G. (eds.) Algebraic Methods in General Rough Sets, pp. 459–552. Trends in Mathematics, Birkhauser Basel (2018) 22. Mani, A.: Comparative Approaches to Granularity in General Rough Sets. In: Bello, R., et al. (eds.)

IJCRS 2020, LNAI, vol. 12179, pp. 500–518. Springer (2020) 23. Mani, A.: Towards Student Centric Rough Concept Inventories. In: Bello, R., et al. (eds.) IJCRS’ 2020, LNAI, vol. 12179, pp. 251–266. Springer International (2020) 24. Mani, A.: General Rough Modeling of Cluster Analysis. In: Ramanna, S., et al.

(eds.) Rough Sets: IJCRS-EUSFLAT 2021. LNAI 12872, Springer Nature (2021),

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-87334-9_6

25. Mani, A.: What May be a Table in Education Research? In: Kollosche, D., et al. (eds.) Proc. of Eleventh International Mathematics Education and Society Conference, vol. 1, pp. 651–661. Tredition (2021),

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.5415451

26. Mani, A., Düntsch, I., Cattaneo, G. (eds.): Algebraic Methods in General Rough Sets. Trends in Mathematics, Birkhauser Basel (2018). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-01162-8 27. Niederle, J.: A note on tolerance lattices of products of lattices. Casop. Pest. Matem. 107, 114–115 (1982) 28. Pagliani, P., Chakraborty, M.: A Geometry of Approximation: Rough Set Theory: Logic, Algebra and Topology of Conceptual Patterns. Springer, Berlin (2008) 29. Pawlak, Z.: Rough Sets: Theoretical Aspects of Reasoning About Data. Kluwer Academic Publishers, Dodrecht (1991) 30. Ślȩzak, D.: Rough Sets and Bayes Factor. In: Peters, J.F., Skowron, A. (eds.) Transactions on Rough Sets III, pp. 202–229. LNCS 3400, Springer Verlag (2005) 31. Steifer, T.: A note on learning theoretic characterizations of randomness and convergence. Review of Symbolic Logic 15(3), 807–822 (2022)

32. Stepaniuk, J.: Rough-Granular Computing in Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining. Studies in Computational Intelligence,Volume 152, Springer-Verlag (2009). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-70801-8 33. Suraj, Z., Pancerz, K., Owsiany, G.: On consistent and partially consistent extensions of information systems. In: Slezak, D., Wang, G., Szczuka, M., Duntsch, I., Yao, Y. (eds.) RSFDGrC 2005. LNCS, vol. 3641, pp. 224–233. Springer, Heidelberg (2005) 34. Wang, G., Skowron, A., Yao, Y., Slezak, D., Polkowski, L. (eds.): Thriving Rough Sets: 35 Years of Rough Sets, Studies in Computational Intelligence, vol. 708. Springer (2017) 35. Yao, Y.Y.: Probabilistic Rough Set Approximations. Internat. J. Appr. Reasoning 49, 255–271 (2008) 36. Zhang, Y., Li, T., Luo, C., Zhanga, J., Chen, H.: Incremental updating of rough approximations in interval-valued information systems under attribute generalization. Information Sciences 373(10) (2016). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ins.2016.09.018, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ins.2016.09.018